
128 NEW B00K8.

understood, and then my books will be studied afresh and receive re-
cognition." The first statement Prof. Jerusalem regards as erroneous;
in now far the second is true he devotes his address to deciding. The
main achievement of the Kantian Epistemology he takes to be the dis-
covery of Self-consciousness as the ground of objectivity in knowledge,
and of the function of judgment as fundamentally involved in all appre-
hension. The table of categories, however, is a remnant of the scholas-
ticism of Wolff, and the doctrine of the a priori character of «pace and
time can no longer be defended in view of the account modern physiology
has to give of the development of the sense-organs, although in what way
the results of physiology bear upon the Kantian theory is not apparent.
Kant, so Prof. Jerusalem urges, has bequeathed to us the task of ana-
lysing more exactly the activity of knowing, and, through examination
of what takes place in the actual living process of judging, of ascertain-
ing the form which is the common characteristic of knowledge. Merely
formal Logic, however, cannot help JS here. Only when it has been
Bhown, on the basis of psychology and from the standpoint of Evolution,
how our knowing faculty has n>een set in motion by purely practical
motives, and been developed gradually to a purely theoretical function,
shall we be in a position to determine the form and limits of human
knowledge in general. Further, Kant's Epistemology stopped short at
providing a basis for the natural sciences. But the historical sciences
are equally in need of epistemological criticism. What Kant called the
synthetic unity of Self-consciousness must here come into requisition in
a way other than that brought to light in the analysis of objects of sense-
perception. Such a criticism cannot be undertaken without a better
acquaintance with the psychological character of the. process of under-
standing verbal utterances and of apprehending human occurrences than
we possess. We are still far too dogmatic in reference to our capacity
of reconstructing past periods of history and of grasping the meaning
of mental products other than our own. It may be that the psychology
of the next few years, by disturbing this confidence of ours, and awaken-
ing us from our dogmatic slumber, will create a species of historical
scepticism. In that case, at all events, we shall feel the need of a
critical foundation for the mental sciences similar to that which Kant
has left us for the natural sciences. Hore, then, according to Prof.
Jerusalem, is a promising field for carrying on Kant's work in Kant's
own spirit.

G. DAWES HICKS.

Frincipicn tier MrAivliysik. Von BEANISLAV PETRONIBVICB, Dr. Phif
Erster Band, Erste Abtheilung. Allgemeine Ontologie und die
fonualen Kategorien. Mit einein Anhang: Elemente der neuen
Geoinetrie. Heidelberg: Carl Winter's Universitatsbuchhandlung,
1904. Pp. xxxi. 444.

This book is not easy to understand, because its contentions are unusual
and its style is involved. But the following appears to be the substance
of the author's views.

The most fundamental of relations is that of diversity, and diversity
itself is based upon negation.1 Negation is either simple or derivative:
the former is the relation which subsists between opposites, suoh as
pleasure and pain or white and block. This relation also subsists be-

1 This word is used by our author in a very peculiar sense : it seems to
be analogous to the relation of contraries in the syllogistic logic.
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tween space and time. The derivative sort, as e.g., that which subsist*
between black and rweet, ia obtained by a series of simple n̂ gntim^B,
(It follows, as also from other parts of the author's theory, that a quality
may have more than one opposite.) Numerical diversity results from
negation ; but also two object* are numerically diverse only in so far as
they occupy different positions in space: the nearer they are, the less
numerically diverse they are. If they are in consecutive positions, they
are separated by a simple negation; if not, they are separated by a
derivative negation, ?'.«., by a series of simple negations.

The author holds that becoming 1B logically impossible, and introduce*
the notion of absolute substance to avoid i t It is hard to make out the
relation of his absolute substance (which soon retires modestly into the
background) to the spatio-temporal world. He holds that instants are
of two sorts: those when things exist, and those when they become.
But, since becoming is unreal, the moments when things become (like
the mongoose that ate the snakes) are also unreal. They are conceived
merely as boundaries between times, whereas the moments of the other
kind are actual constituents of time. Similarly in regard to space: there
are real points, which are occupied by things, and there are imaginary
points, whose only function is to keep the real points apart Imaginary
points and instants are both, I think, regarded as simple negations in
the sense explained above. The number of points in space is finite, and
the author hopes that the exact number may some day be calculated by
the help of the theory of numbers. Similarly the number of instants in
the past is finite, but not (oddly enough) the number in the future. This
is because the future, being uncompleted, may be endless without involv-
ing an infinite whole. (This argument seems very questionable: it
•mounts only to the contention that we shall never have passed enough
instants to enable the advocate of infinity to say " I told you. so".) It
is held that we have direct experience of instants, though not of point*.

Motion, of course, is discrete like space and time, and velocity has a
mp.-rimnTn| in which the moving particle occupies oonseoutive real point*
in consecutive real instants. The geometrical appendix works out the.
geometry which would result from filling a finite portion of a plane with
a network of equal equilateral triangles (or squares), and regarding the
angles of these triangles as real points, the remaining point* of the
plane being imaginary points. This geometry is regarded (with exten-
sions to any number of dimensions not exceeding six) as the only logically
possible geometry. (It is wrongly supposed that a space with a finite
number of point* must be Euclidean. There is a three-dimensional non-
Euclidean space consisting of thirteen points.)

The rejection of infinity is made on the ground of four alleged contra-
dictions. These are fMnflinr, and the argument commits f%lWif*a equally
*mnlli«r. A criticism of Cantor contains what, in an undergraduate
would be- called "howlers," e.g., inability to see the difference between
cardinal and ordinal numbers. Many objections which naturally occur
to one in reading appear not to have occurred to the author, and in any
case remain unanswered. In spite of these defect*, however, the book
deserves praise for a certain vigour, for fearlessness of consequences, for
emancipation from authority, and for a very serious endeavour to under-
stand thoroughly the topics discussed.

B. Rusnix.
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